Reviewer A
1.
Were these results due to some specific characteristic of the situation or teacher/author?  

a.
First, I would like to see them identify 2-4 ‘propositions’ that flow from their observations.  

b.
Next, I would like to see some validation of these propositions.  Compare the propositions to guidance provided in several books or articles that provide guidelines for online teaching.  From this, provide references and/or quotes in support of or contrary to the propositions.  If evidence is contrary to the propositions, discuss why your class may have been different or suggest future research.

c.
Regardless of validation method used, the results can then be used to expand the discussion at the end of your concluding remarks section.

I added a section called “Lessons to be Learned” just before the concluding remarks. I attempted to distill out three “lessons” or propositions. I then reviewed several articles on best practices in online learning and tried to relate those comments with what I have observed. I also added an Analysis section of the paper, hopefully generalizing and validating my experiences somewhat. 

Reviewer B:

Major issues:

First, the authors do not provide any theoretical foundation to the paper … a discussion of task-technology fit is woefully missed.

A discussion of the task-technology theory has been added in a new Analysis section.

Second, there are virtually no empirical results reported in the paper.

As described below, I have attempted to add some more empirical results, but they are limited to descriptive statistics and distributions.

Specific comments:

Introduction:

1.  The paper states that there are three challenges facing an educator who is teaching an online course:  asynchronicity, providing meaningful assignments, and fostering discussion.  However, only the latter two are actual challenges for an educator; the first (asynchronicity) is simply an attribute of online courses.  Accordingly, using the authors’ framework, the challenges facing an educator of an online course are to provide meaningful assignments and to foster discussion given the asynchronous environment of online courses.

The first paragraph has been adjusted slightly to reflect this. Also, the numbering of the challenges has been reduced to two to reflect this.

2.  The questions that the authors pose in the opening paragraph (e.g., “how can we help the students to feel they are not alone…?” imply that another challenge is how educators can foster a sense of social identity for the class.  However, the implications of this particular challenge, and the solutions to it, are not addressed in the rest of the paper.  Thus, it probably should not be mentioned, or possibly it should be mentioned in passing as another challenge of online courses that is beyond the scope of this paper (though see comment #4 below).

Discussion of social climate/group identity has been added in a number of places in the paper, mostly as short comments.

3.  I’m not sure I understand the sentence, “In this context, constructivist learning theory makes sense.”  Does that mean that cases should be designed using constructivist learning theory?  Or that constructivist learning theories will describe how students will learn? And what does that have to do with the range of experience and previous knowledge of master’s level students (which is the “context” that the sentence refers to)?  Further, I’m confused by this point of this entire paragraph.  More – or less – elaboration may help clarify things.

I have dropped this paragraph to remove the “constructivist” comments.

4.  The third challenge – fostering online discussions – doesn’t seem like much of a challenge at all.  Simply require it.  That is apparently what the authors did with much success.  Why do we need to have students voluntarily discuss things?  Please note that this is not necessarily a rhetorical question … there may be a compelling answer.  Online discussions were apparently not required in the cases, and it is possible that the lack of online discussion in the cases contributed to their failures.  Incidentally, one solution to getting students to voluntarily post things to discussion boards may be to create a sense of social identity (see comment #2 above; also see, for example, Bouas and Komorita, 1996; Oren et al., 2002).

Voluntary discussion has been noted as important in creating the social environment (referenced Oren et al 2002). This has also been mentioned in a new section on “Lessons Learned…” in reaction to reviewer #1.

Literature Review (?) and Background - “The Learning Environment and Courses” 

1.  The literature review section provides virtually no theory as to why certain classroom techniques may or may not be successful in an online environment.  Certainly, task-technology fit theory (Zigurs and Buckland, 1998) is relevant here and should probably serve as the theoretical foundation for the entire paper.

A discussion of task-technology is added in an analysis section of the paper.

2.  A discussion of the course materials (Powerpoints? Outlines? Essays?), and the method of their delivery to their students, would help.  Some things to discuss might include:  How were assignments posted?  What types of materials were included in the cases?  What were the deliverables that the students were asked to provide?  In order to apply task-technology fit theory, these questions would need to be answered.  Also, a screenshot of the discussion area would be interesting to see.

I added a little bit of this to the course descriptions in the Learning Environment section. Much of this was already included in the description of the discussion activities and the simulation description. I added a brief comment about the cases being self-contained under the Failures section.
I do not believe I can give screenshots due to student privacy issues—the student names would be included.

3.  A history of the courses and their materials is not really necessary unless the current effectiveness of the online courses is compared to the past effectiveness of the courses.  If I were looking for things to cut in order to make room for a discussion of task-technology fit, I think this is the first place I’d start.

This suggestion has been taken—several paragraphs describing the move from on-campus to on-line have been removed.

4.  The cases are individual assignments.  What instructions were students given regarding the parameters of acceptable materials that could be discussed with other students?  Perhaps students were afraid of posting questions and answers because they were afraid of being accused of cheating (or perhaps they simply didn’t want to cross into a “gray area” of academic integrity, regardless of whether they would be accused of cheating or not).

Comments to this end have been added to the Failures section.
Results – The Successes

1.  The only piece of empirical evidence offered in the entire paper is that for two of the discussions, students contributed more than twice as many posts as the minimum requirement.  By itself, that fact does lend a little support to the authors’ conclusions regarding the effectiveness of discussion boards, but it can’t completely support the weight of the conclusions for the success of the discussion boards, much less the entire paper.  More statistics are desperately needed.  (Plus, analyzing the effectiveness a course about the balanced scorecard without providing any performance measures has enough irony to be mentioned in an Alanis Morissette song.)

I have added more descriptive statistics about the discussions for both the SCM and BCS courses. I have provided 3 tables giving histograms. I am not sure what other statistics would be available to include.

2.  Providing the actual discussion questions was very helpful!

Thank you.

Results – The Failures

1.  One of the main conclusions of the authors – that the online environment was not suitable for complex cases – is directly contradicted by accounting research on discussion boards (and task-technology fit). Murthy and Kerr (2004) find that discussion boards are ideal for organizing and exchanging complex information (though see comment #2 under Concluding Remarks).

I have added some discussion of Murthy & Kerr in the new Analysis section and tried to relate the differences in their findings with my experiences
2.  Again, some statistics are desperately needed.

I added a few more statistics to the Failures section, but there are very few to report—the students did not post!

Concluding Remarks

1.  I think that one aspect of the successes and failures of the different classroom techniques that is not addressed is the availability of feedback.  The discussion boards are a means of providing and receiving feedback. People crave feedback in order to assess their opinions relative to others, and they can find safety in numbers when there is no clear correct answer to a dilemma or situation (see Kerr and Tindale, 2004, for a discussion).  The simulation also provides feedback to the subjects.  However, the cases offer no feedback if the students do not participate in the discussion boards.  This may contribute to their overall unhappiness with the project.  Although this paper does not have the data available to test such a hypothesis, it is probably worth mentioning in the conclusion as a possible explanation for the results.

A short discussion of this was added at the end of the new Analysis section.

2.  Regarding the failure of the cases, the discussion boards may be an effective means of sifting through and organizing information (Murthy and Kerr, 2004), but the problem may be in the delivery of the information to the students.  The literature on knowledge bases may provide answers regarding the relationship between posting information online and learning.  If the students don’t understand the concepts that the cases are utilizing, then the failure of the cases occurs before the discussion boards would be used.  However, subsequent use of discussion boards may help learning occur in such environments.  The conclusion could address these issues.

I added some comments to this effect in the Analysis portion

Writing Style

Just a few comments on writing style:

•       Phrases such as “students are performing their work at all hours of the night and day” are a bit too vernacular for peer-reviewed journals. There aren’t many of these, but they should probably be cleaned up.

This was edited out.

•       The questions asked in the first paragraph of the introduction are distracting.  They can easily be transformed into statements (e.g., “Asynchronous environments can cause students to feel alone rather than a part of a community of learners.”).

This was partially edited out, although one question still remains….

